
Beforethe
FEDERALCOMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington,D.C. 20554

In theMatterof )
)

Local TelephoneCompetitionand ) WC DocketNo. 04-141
BroadbandReporting )

)

REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) submitsthesereply commentsin responseto the

commentsfiled regardingtheCommission’sNoticeofProposedRulemaking(“Notice”)

in theabove-captionedproceeding.

INTRODUCTION

ThecommentssupportAT&T’s positionthatthe datacurrentlysuppliedby

carriersin theirForm 477 submissionsprovidetheCommissionwith morethansufficient

informationto monitor local telephonecompetitionandbroadbanddeployment.With

onenotableexception(SBC),thoseentitiesthat would actuallyhaveto collectand

providetheadditionalinformationproposedbytheNoticereportthattheexpanded

requirementsoffer little appreciablebenefit,but would significantly increasetheburdens

alreadyimposedon carriers. Theseburdenswould be especiallygreatwith respectto the

Commission’sproposalsto requiredetailedreportingby broadbandtiers andby zip

codes,andsuchproposalsshouldnot be adopted.Thecommentsalso confirmthatthe

proposedreportingof broadbanddataby actualdatatransferrateswouldbeunworkable.

Thecommenters,includingthe CaliforniaPublicUtilities Commission,overwhelmingly

urgetheCommissionto retaintheconfidentialityof filed data,and,like AT&T, SBCand



Verizoncall for an extensionof thereportingobligationsfor lessthantheproposedfive

years.

I. THE EXISTING FORM 477 REPORTING REQUIREMENTS SHOULD
NOT BE EXPANDED.

With theexceptionof SBC,which is pursuingits own regulatorygamesmanship,

all entitiesthatwould actuallyhaveto collectandprovidetheadditionalinformation

proposedby theNoticeagreethattheCommissionshouldnotadoptits expanded

reportingrequirementsbecausetheyoffer little appreciablebenefit, butwould

significantly increasetheburdensalreadyimposedon carriers. As NTCA states(pp.3-

4):

TheproposedForm 477 intendsto gatherasignificantly greaterquantity
of information. While all ofthis informationwill certainlyprovidethe
Commissionwith aclearerpictureofthestateofthe industry,the
informationpresentedin theNPRM doesnot suggesta compellingneed
for sucha detailed,labor-intensiveform.’

OPASTCOsimilarly states(p. 2) that “there is no needto increasethegranularityof the

datacollectedor to lower thereportingthreshold,assoughtin theNPRM.” As Verizon

concludes(p. 3), “the currenttypesofdatacurrentlycapturedaresufficientto meetthe

Commission’spurposeofhelpingthe Commissionandthepublic understandtheextent

Seealso BellSouth,p. 2 (“additionsto thereportwill be burdensometo track” and
theCommissionhasoffered“no justificationfor why this additionalinformationis
needed”);CTIA, p. 4 (“the Commissionneedsto considerthecumulativeeffectofits
variousinformationcollectionson telecommunicationsproviders”);EchoStar,p. 4
(“While thecostsof compliancewith Form 477 requirementsarelikely to increase
exponentially,the benefitsof havingtheadditionalinformationtheCommission
seeks... maybemarginalin comparisonto thecost”);
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of local telephonecompetitionandbroadbanddeployment,”and“the Commissionshould

not imposefurtherburdenson providersby expandingthecollectionprogram.”2

Theunnecessaryburdenthat would beimposedby theproposedexpanded

reportingrequirementsis exacerbatedby thefactthatfilers would haveto developnew

systemsandimplementnewprocessesto captureandreportthe additionalinformation.

As Verizonpointsout(p. 1, emphasisadded),“{t]he proposedadditionaldata.. . arenot

necessaryfor the properperformanceofthefunctionsof theCommissionandwill have

little practicalutility. In addition,muchoftheproposedadditionsarenotkeptin the

ordinarycourseofbusinessnor readilyavailable... .“ BellSouthlikewisenotes(p. 3)

that suchproposals“will bedifficult to implementandthereis no expressedneedfor

suchdata.” Onbehalfof its cablemembers,NCTA similarly cautions(p. 2) that

“[e]xcessivelyintrusivereportingobligationsmayrequirebroadbandprovidersto

speciallydevelopreportingsystemsat considerablecost,without significantbenefits.”

Becausethedatacurrentlyreportedin Form 477 aresufficientto tracktheextent

of local telephonecompetitionandbroadbanddeployment,andexpansionofthose

reportingobligationswould imposeunwarrantedburdensonserviceproviders,the

Commissionshouldnot adoptits proposedincreasein thereportingrequirements.3

Seealso Sprint,p. 2 (“Sprint opposestheproposedadditional reportingrequirements
becausetheburdensuchrequirementswill placeon carrierswill outweighthe
benefitsassociatedwith thenewdataandtheCommissioncurrentlycollectsenough
informationto carryout its duty to monitor local telephonecompetitionand
broadbanddeployment”).

~ SBC is theonly serviceproviderto call for anincreasein thereportingrequirements.
However,SBC’s requestis partandparcelof its unsubstantiatedchargethatall
competitiveprovidersaredeliberatelyunder-reportingtheextentoftheirfacilities-
basedlines. Although SBCconcedesthat CLECs’ “resaleandUNE-Pcountsareat
least‘in theballpark,” it accusesCLECsofdeliberatelymisstatingtheirvoice grade
equivalentlinesbecausethereportednumbersdo not squarewith numbers
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT REQUIRE REPORTING BY

BROADBAND TIERS OR BY ACTUAL TRANSFER RATES.

AT&T demonstratedin its commentsthattheCommissionshouldnot adoptits

proposalto havebroadbandproviderssubmitdataontheirbroadbandservicesaccording

to five differenttiersbasedon datatransferratesbecausetheproposedbreakpointsdo

not appearto be relatedto anyservicespresentlyofferedto residentialandsmall business

customers,andfilers shouldnotbe forcedto incurtheenormousburdenofattemptingto

providesuchabreakoutwhentherewouldbe little publicbenefitfrom suchinformation.4

Thecommentsfiled by broadbandserviceprovidersvalidateAT&T’s position. Sprint,

for example,contendsthat:

[T]he currentcategoriesprovidesufficient informationconcerningthe
speedsofbroadbandfacilitiesbeingused,and. . . maximumtransferrates
arethetypical andappropriatewayofidentifying facilities. .

Broadbandfacilities exceeding2.5 mbps aregenerallyusedby business

purportedlyderivedfrom E9l 1 listings. SBC, p. 3. Yet, asAT&T demonstratedin
theTriennialReviewProceeding,E9 11 listingsconsistentlyoverstate,anddo not
providean accurateportrayalof, actuallinesin service.SeeLancaster/Morgenstern
ReplyDeclarationin CC DocketNo. 01-338,¶~J8-16,attachedheretoasAttachment
A. SBCalsocriticizesthealleged“failure” of CLECsto reportlinesthey servewith
ILEC specialaccesscircuits,andto converthigh-capacitylinesinto voice-grade
equivalentlines. SBC,pp. 4-5. Contraryto SBC’s baldassertion,AT&T reportsin
PartIl-A ofForm 477 voice-gradeequivalentlinesfor highcapacitylinesthat are
channelizedto providevoice-gradeserviceasrequiredby theCommission’s
instructionsand,in particular,thenotefor reportingchannelizedservice(p. 5 ofthe
instructions). Moreover,SBCshouldbe awarethat specialaccesslines(andprivate
lines) that arenotreportedasbroadbandlines in PartI ofForm 477 arereported— as
AT&T does— on PartII, LineC.II-6 oftheform. Furthermore,the instructionsto
Line C.II-6 requirefilers to reporttheactualnumberof linesbilled to thecustomer,
and specificallymandatethat filers “Do not convertinto voice-gradeequivalent
measuresanyhigh-capacitylinesreportedon LinesC.II-4 through
C.II-6.” Emphasisin original. In short, SBCaccusesfilers ofdeliberate
misrepresentationwhentheyhavemerelycompliedwith theCommission’sexpress
directions.

The VermontPSD’sproposal(p. 6) that filers shouldreporttheirbroadbandservices
by eight differentpricerangeswould imposesimilarburdensandalsoshouldnot be
adopted.

4



customers,notmassmarketconsumers.TheCommissionprovidesno
explanationasto how this additionalbusiness-orientedinformationwill be
usedin the developmentof policy for broadbanddeploymentin rural and
non-ruralserviceareasorwhy theinformationcurrentlyprovidedis
insufficient.

On behalfof its wirelessmembers,CTIA asserts(p. 5) that“the Commissionshouldonly

requestdataonwhetherservicesit hasdefinedas ‘advanced’arebeingdeployed,nothing

more. TheCommissiondoesnot alsoneedto requirefilers to reporton broadband

connectionsin four categoriesofspeedabove200 kbps.” AndNCTA statesthat

“[b]roadbandprovidersshouldnotberequiredto reportoptimumspeedeitherby

companyor by zip code,or speedsactuallyrealized,”because“[r]equiring reportingof

broadbandconnectionsat this level ofdetail [in five speedbands]is notnecessaryto

supportthe ‘studyofbroadbanddeploymentpursuantto section706.” NCTA, pp. 3,

12-13.

ThecommentsalsoconfirmAT&T’s positionthat arequirementto reportactual

datatransferrateswould be unworkable.Regardlessof whetherone is dealingwith

wireline, wirelessor cablebroadbandservices,theactualdatatransferratevariesfrom

momentto momentandcannoteffectively be capturedandreported.As Verizonpoints

out (p. 13) “there is simply no wayoftrackingthetransferratesactuallyobservedby end

users.For DSL, theactualtransferratesobservedby theenduservarybasedon the

distancefrom theenduserto theswitch.”5 Similarly, “[w]ireless broadbandconnection

speedscanvary from momentto momentandlocationto locationdependingon factors

suchasthedistancefrom thenearestcell site,numberof othersimultaneoususersin the

user’scurrentcell site,andthespeedat whichtheuseris traveling.” CTIA p. 3. With

~ Seealso BellSouthp. 2 (“productspeedscouldvarydependingon thetime of day,
materialthatis beingdownloaded,orwebsitesthatthecustomermayvisit”).
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respectto cablebroadbandservices,NCTA urges(p. 14) theCommissionnot to adoptits

proposal,because“thereis no industrystandardor practiceto collectdatato measure

actualspeedsatwhich datapacketsaretransmitted. ... Actual speedsvary at anymoment

in time.”

TheCaliforniaPublicUtilities Commissionaptly summarizes(p. 4) thereasons

theCommissionshouldnot requirebroadbandprovidersto attemptto reportactual

transferrates:

It would bevery difficult andcostly forprovidersto obtaintransferrate
informationactuallyobservedby eachandeverysubscriberandthereare
manyfactorsthat could influenceactualspeedsdeliveredto endusers.
Thus, it appearsthatthepotentialburdenthatwould be imposedon the
filers seemsto outweighany potentialbenefitthis categorizationmayhave
on theFCCor states.

TheCommissionshouldheedtheCPUC andnotrequirethereportingofactualdata

transferrates.

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT REQUIRE DETAILED REPORTING
BY ZIP CODES.

In its originalData GatheringOrder,6 theFCCconsideredandrejectedrequiring

subscribershipdataby zip codebecausetheburdensimposedon filers wouldbe far

greaterthanthebenefitsthatwould be realized:

Not only would providershaveto identify dataatthoselevelsofdetail,but we
think that areportingrequirementthatrequiresanationalserviceproviderto
completeover 30,000zip-codebasedformswould imposecostsfar greaterthan
thebenefitsto be derived.

DataGatheringOrder at 7745,¶ 53. Nothinghaschangedin the interveningfouryears,

andtheCommissionshouldnotrequiresuchreporting. As Sprintstates(p. 5), “to

6 Local CompetitionandBroadbandReporting,CC DocketNo. 99-301,Reportand

Order15 FCCRcd 7717(2000)(“Data GatheringOrder”).
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produceareportby Zip Codewould requirea significantamountof software

developmentto matchinformationaboutthecustomer’stype andnumberof connections

with thecustomer’sZip Coderetrievedfrom thebilling system,to aggregatethis

informationby Zip Codeandto producethereportby Zip Code.”7

Developingthesystemsandprocessesneededto providethedetailedzip code

reportstheNoticeenvisionswould imposeenormouscostson serviceproviders. Verizon

thusreports(p. 11) thatit “has no wayofreadilyquantifyingthenumberof high-speed

connectionsby technologyin eachzip codeor to specifythenumberof connectionsby

technologyandby speedtiers in eachzip code.” In orderto providesuchreports,

Verizonwould haveto redesignits systems“at acostofmillions ofdollars.” Id8

TheCommissiongot it right in 2000. Requiringfilers to reportsubscribership

and servicesdataby zip codewould imposecostsonprovidersfar greaterthanthe

benefitsthatwould be derived.9 Ratherthanrequiringbroadbandservicesprovidersto

developnewsystemsandprocesses,theCommissionshouldrequirefilerssimply to

providea list of zip codesin which theyhaveat leastonebusinesscustomerandanother

list ofzip codesin whichtheyhaveatleastoneresidentialcustomer.’°

‘~ Indeed,“thecustomer’sbilling address,andthereforetheZip Code,maynot
correspondwith the locationofthebroadbandservice.” Sprint,p. 5.

8 SeealsoNCTA, p.13 (“Developmentof this informationwill requirenewreporting

systemsthatmayresultin considerableexpenseandthediversionofresourcesbetter
usedfor otherpurposes”).

~ Forthesamereasons,theKCC’s proposal(p. 3) thatfilers reportbroadband
deploymentby cities or“othersocialeconomicboundary”shouldnotbeadopted.

10 AT&T, p. 4. Seealso CTIA, p. 5 (Entitiesshouldbe “requiredto reportonly on the

geographicareaswhereservicesareavailable,ratherthanon thespecificnumberof
customersthat subscribeto suchservices”).
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IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD MAINTAIN ITS CONFIDENTIAL

TREATMENT OF FILED DATA.

In theNotice,theCommissionaskswhetherit canpublicly releasehistorical

informationthatit initially treatsasconfidential,suggestingthat suchdatamayno longer

be competitivelysensitiveafterayearor two. Notice¶ 12. Thecommenters

overwhelminglyurgetheCommissionnotto adoptsuchan approach.” Indeed,the

CaliforniaPublicUtilities Commission— whichusesthepublicly availableForm477 data

to formulatepublic policy — urgesthe Commissionnot to modify its existing

confidentialityprotections.As theCPUCadvises(p. 5):

Theaggregateddatais sufficientfor policy makersto knowtheextentof
broadbandsubscribershipandtheavailability of broadbandservice
offeringsata local level. It is notnecessaryto publishthenamesof
individual companiesor thenumberof customersfor eachofthose
companiesto obtainthebenefitoftheaggregateddata. Furthermore,there
is little to no benefitof disclosingthetruevaluesofold data.

“Sprint is stronglyopposed,however,to theCommission’sproposalto release

competitivelysensitiveinformationafteroneortwo years. Sprintbelievesthatthe

informationit hasprovidedremainscompetitivelysensitiveevenaftertwo yearsbecause

suchinformationcontinuesto reflect thefiler’s marketentrystrategyanddeployment

plansandmayprovidecompetitorsinsightsinto thefiler’s futurecompetitivedirection.”

‘~ Cingular,p. 6 (“The Commissionshouldnot changeits policy ofreportingonly
aggregateddata.... Any movebythe Commissionto releasecompanyspecificdata
would clearlydamagecompetition,andwould forceserviceprovidersto takelegal
stepsto protecttheirdataagainstdisclosureto theircompetitors”);CTIA, pp. 6-7
(“such informationshouldbe releasedonly onanaggregatedbasis. Any publication
ofindividual companydatawould seriouslycompromisecarriers’ confidentialityand
wouldharmthecompetitivemarketplace”);NCTA, p. 5 (“TheCommissionshould
not adoptits proposalto makecompany-specificForm 477 informationpublicly
availableaftera limited periodofconfidentiality”); Verizon,p. 17 (theCommission
shouldnotmodify its existingpolicy, becausereporteddata“doesnot automatically
losetheir sensitivityafterasetperiodof time”).
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Sprint,p. 6. TheCommissionthereforeshouldretainits confidentialtreatmentof

submitteddatabecausesuchdata“may remaincompetitively-sensitivefor far longerthan

thetwo yearsatwhichtheCommissionproposesto capits protection.” EchoStar,p. 5.

Moreover,anassessmentofconfidentiality“dependsin partupontheindividual

circumstances,and cannotappropriatelybe thesubjectof ablankettime limit on

protection.” Id.’2 And, asVerizoncautions(p. 17), if theCommissionwereto adopta

policy of automaticdisclosureaftera certainperiod,“filers will be chilled from providing

candidanddetailedinformationregardingtheirhighly sensitivecompetitivedata.” In

addition,if theCommissionexpandstheForm 477 reportingrequirements,the increased

granularityofthereporteddatafurthersupportsconfidentialtreatment.

As thecommentsconfirm, theCommissionshouldretainits existingconfidential

treatmentof filed data,andshouldnot imposean automatictime limit on confidentiality

protection.

V. ANY EXTENSION OF THE REPORTING PERIOD SHOULD BE
LIMITED.

In theNotice, theCommissionproposedto extendtheForm 477 reporting

requirements,includinganymodificationsthereto,for an additionalfive years. AT&T

suggestedthattheCommissionshouldlimit anysuchextensionto nomorethanthree

years,in light oftheextensivechangesthat aretaking placein thecommunications

industry. Only two commentersspecificallycommentedon thelengthof theextension.

12 Seealso CTIA, p. 7 (“Somedatawould remaincommerciallysensitivefor a short

periodof timewhile otherinformationwould continueto becommerciallysensitive
for severalyears”).

13 See,e.g., EchoStar,p. 4 (“Suchprotectionwill be all themoreimportantif the
Commissiondecidesto requirebroadbandserviceprovidersto submitmoregranular
data”); Sprint,p. 6 (“themoregranularthe data,thegreatertherisk to carriers
associatedwith disclosure”).
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Verizonsuggests(p. 7 n.11) limiting theextensionto oneyear,while SBCargues(p. 2)

for an extensionofno morethanthreeyears. AT&T agreeswith thesecommentersthat

anyextensionshouldbe limited in duration,andno morethanthreeyears. At theendof

theextensionperiod,theCommissioncandeterminewhethercontinuationofthe

reportingprogrammakessensebasedon then-existingmarketconditions.

CONCLUSION

Thecommentsconfirm thatthe informationcurrently reportedby competitive

providersmeetstheCommission’sneedsandthattheCommissionshouldnot impose

additionalburdenson CLECs. In addition,detailedreportingbasedon speedtiers andby

zip codeswould be especiallyburdensomebecausesuchinformation is notkeptin the

ordinarycourseofbusinessandnewsystemsandprocesseswouldhaveto be developed

anddeployedto capturesuchdata. Furthermore,theproposedactualdatatransferrate

requirementis simply unworkable.Finally, theCommissionshould continueits

confidentialtreatmentoffiled information,includinghistorical data.

Respectfullysubmitted,

/s/ StephenC. Garavito
LeonardJ. Cali StephenC. Garavito
LawrenceJ. Lafaro AT&T Corp.
AT&T Corp. 1120

20
th Street,N.W.

OneAT&T Way Suite 1000
Room3A2l4 Washington,DC 20036
Bedminster,NJ 07921 202-457-3878
908-532-1850

Attorneysfor AT&T Corp.

July 28, 2004
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ATTACHMENT A



Before the
FederalCommunicationsCommission

Washington,D.C. 20554

In theMatterof )
)

ReviewoftheSection251 Unbundling )
ObligationsofIncumbentLocal Exchange ) CC DocketNo. 01-338
Carriers )

)
ImplementationoftheLocal Competition )
Provisionsof theTelecommunicationsAct of ) CC DocketNo. 96-98
1996 )

)
) CC DocketNo. 98-147

Deploymentof Wireline ServicesOffering )
AdvancedTelecommunicationsCapability )

REPLY DECLARATION OF MARK J. LANCASTER
AND DALE C. MORGENSTERN
ON BEHALF OF AT&T CORP.

I. QUALIFICATIONS

1. Mark J. Lancaster. My nameis MarkJ. Lancaster.My businessaddressis

1100 WalnutStreet,KansasCity, Missouri64106. I amemployedby AT&T asa

TechnicalSupportManagerin theLocal ServicesDivision. My primary

responsibilitiesareto providestrategicnetworkplanningexpertiseto internal

AT&T clients,andto work with stateregulatorycommissionsandindustry

representativesto encouragecompetitiveopportunitiesfor AT&T in theprovision

oftelecommunicationsservice.

2. I receivedaBachelorofSciencedegreein Psychologyfrom NorthwestMissouri

StateUniversity in 1976andaMasterofArts degreein Educationfrom the



UniversityofMissouri-KansasCity in 1978. I amcurrentlyworkingtowardsa

MastersofBusinessAdministrationdegreefrom Keller GraduateSchoolof

Managementin KansasCity, Missouri.

3. My careerwith AT&T beganin 1979,whenI washiredby SouthwesternBell

TelephoneCompanyasaServiceConsultantin theMarketingorganization.I

workedextensivelywith plant, engineering,accounting,andthebusinessoffice in

supportofsalesto customersin theutilities anddataprocessingindustry. In

1982,I acceptedapositionin AT&T’s Long LinesEngineeringorganization. I

heldvariouspositionsin AT&T, includingEngineeringSystemsDesign,Switch

Planning,andMaterial Management.In 1990,I acceptedapositionin State

GovernmentAffairs developingNetworkandAccesscostsin supportof AT&T’s

intrastateservicefilings. My dutiesalsoincludedanalysis,intervention,and

negotiationsrelatedto local exchangecompanyservicefilings. In 1993,I joined

theAccessManagementorganizationandworkedin all phasesofaccessrate

designandintervention,primarily in Arkansas,Kansas,andMissouri. I accepted

my currentpositionin 1996.

4. Dale C. Morgenstern. My nameis DaleC. Morgenstern.My businessaddress

is 900 Route202, Bedminster,NewJersey07921. I amemployedby AT&T as

District Manager— Numbering& 911 Planning. SinceJanuary1999, I havebeen

responsiblefor numberingand911 planningandimplementationfor various

AT&T local networkservicesandfor AT&T’s internaltestnetwork. My 911

responsibilitiesfocuson ensuringthat s internalnetworkis in compliance

with stateand local regulatoryrequirements.

2



5. I receivedaBachelorofArts degreein Mathematicsfrom SyracuseUniversity in

1974and aMastersdegreein Mathematicsfrom thesameschoolin 1975.

6. I beganmy careerwith AT&T in 1976 in thecompany’sNetworkService

Distributionorganization.From 1976to 1981,I wasemployedin theCircuit

AdministrationandTransmissionEngineeringdepartmentsofthat organization

andwasinvolved in designingand implementingperformancemeasurementplans

for transmissionandtrunk administration. In 1981,I beganarotational

assignmentin AT&T’s NewYork Telephoneunit. From 1984 to 1988,I was

employedin theNetworkServiceFieldSupportandTechnicalRegulatory

Planningdepartmentsof AT&T’s NetworkOperationsorganization,wheremy

responsibilitiesincludedthedevelopmentof dialingandroutingplansfor

“National Security-EmergencyPreparedness”governmentnetworks. In 1988,I

movedto AT&T’s ConsumerCommunicationsServicesunit, whereI helda

successionofjobs in theNewBusinessDevelopment,ConsumerInformation

Management,andConsumerVideo Servicesdepartments.From 1994until I

acceptedmy currentjob in January1999,I wasemployedin AT&T’s Customer

Connectivityorganization,wheremy responsibilitiesincludedoperations

planningand implementationfor AT&T CustomerNetworkServiceCentersas

well asnumberadministrationandlocal numberportability implementation.

II. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

7. Thepurposeofthis declarationis to rebutthecontentionin theILECs’ “UNE

FactReport2002”(“ILEC Report”)thatthe listingsoftelephonenumbersin

Enhanced911 (“E911”) databasesareareliablesourcefrom which to determine
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thenumberofbusinesslinescurrentlyservedby CLECsusing theirown facilities.

Although thevolumeof numbersin useby any onecarrier’scustomersmay

suggestcompetitiveentry, its relationshipto theserviceprovidedandthefacilities

usedto providesuchserviceis, at best,tenuous.

III. ANALYSIS

8. Thesolepurposeofincluding telephonenumbersin theE91 1 databaseis to

ensureproperemergencyresponsefor 911 users.Themethodsandprocedures

usedby eachcarrierandtheindustryguidelinesfor databasepopulationboth are

designedstrictly for the limited (albeitimportant)purposeof facilitatingaccurate

identificationofacaller. Therefore,to theextentthesedatabasesare“maintained

with scrupulouscare,” it is to promoteeffectiveemergencyresponse,not to

cataloguecorrectlythenumberoftelephonelinesprovidedby anyonecarrieror

thefacilities theyusein providingsuchservice.

9. E911 databasesserveasthefoundationfor the provisionof emergencyservices.

Whenacustomerdials 911,thecall is directlyroutedto thePublicSafety

AnsweringPoint (“PSAP”) chargedwith respondingto emergencycallswithin

theareawherethecustomeris located. Whenthe PSAPreceivesacall, thecall is

accompaniedby AutomaticLocationIdentification(“ALl”) thatprovidesthe

caller’stelephonenumber,theaddressor locationofthe telephonethecaller is

using, andsupplementalemergencyservicesinformation.This informationis

maintainedby theALl DatabaseManagementSystemsProvider,andit is

accessedby PSAPsin orderto enablethemto link thecaller’s telephonenumber

with the informationmaintainedin thedatabase.Althoughthe ILECsoriginally
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servedasALl Databaseprovidersandthereforehadcontrolofthedatabases,

morerecentlythis functionhasbeenprovidedby third-partyvendors,whoallow

individual carriersto maketheirownjudgmentson databasepopulation.

10. TheNationalEmergencyNumberAssociation(“NENA”), anorganizationthat

includesindustryexpertsfrom both thepublic andprivatesectors,defines

standardpracticesto ensurethecompatibilityof911 technologiesandincreasethe

effectivenessof911 systems. NENA’ sstandardsreflect industryconsensusand

providethe basisfor agreementsamong911 jurisdictions,local exchangecarriers,

andtheALl DatabaseManagementSystemProvider. However,becauseNENA

hasno authorityto enforcecompliance,thestandardsit promulgatesaremerely

recommendations.In fact, therearemanyfactorsthat suggestthatthenumberof

linesidentifiedby adirectcountof telephonenumbersin theALl Databaseis

likely to be significantly differentfrom the numberof voicegradeequivalentlines

providedby eachlocal exchangecarrier.

11. Whena carrierprovisionslocal service,thecarrieris responsiblefor

electronicallypopulatingtheALl Databasewith theMasterStreetAddressGuide

(“MSAG”) valid addressofthecustomer.AlthoughNENA guidelinessetforth

thecriteriafor telephonenumbersto be includedin theALl Database,eachcarrier

populatesthedatabaseusing its ownprotocolfor recordcreation,maintenance,

anddeletion.

12. For example,NENA guidelinesrecommendthat carriersnot includetelephone

numbersfor classesof servicethat do not generatedial tone,suchasdirectinward
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dial (“DID”) numbers. However,whenacustomerwith a largevolumeof

numbersmigratesto AT&T’s servicesfrom anothercarrier,AT&T hasnoeasy

way to determinethe detailsof thecustomer’sPBX configuration. Becauseit is

not clearwhichnumbersshouldbe included,in orderto implementthepurposes

oftheE911 system(to assurepromptand accurateaccessto emergency

assistance),AT&T takestheconservativeapproachof includingall ported

numbers,includingDID numbers.As aresult,AT&T’s listingsin theALl

Databaseincludeasignificantly largernumberoftelephonenumbersthanthe

actual facilities neededto provideemergencyservice.1

13. Areacodesplits canalso causeCLECtelephonenumbersto beoverstatedduring

thepermissivedialingperiod. It is notuncommonfor carriersto provide

duplicatelistingsreflectingboththe old andnewareacodes. This assuresthe

continuationofemergencyaccessfor customersevenif thereareroutingerrors

thatoccurduring theoverlaytransition.

14. Telephonenumberscanalsoremainin theALl Databaseeventhoughthenumber

is no longeractive. NENA guidelinesprovidemechanismsfor theremovalof

inactivetelephonenumbers,but inactivenumberscanremainin theALl database

withoutinterferingwith theaccurateoperationoftheservice. Therefore,it is not

uncommonfor a carriernot to deleteaparticularnumberconcurrentlywith its

1 AT&T networkengineeringstandardsallow for up to 500 DID numbersfor eachDS-1 facility
purchasedby a customer.AT&T doesnot includeDID numberswhenacustomeruses
telephonenumbersfrom ablock of numbersassignedto AT&T that wasoriginally provisioned
by AT&T, becausein thosecases,AT&T hasspecificinformationregardingthestatusofeach
number.
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termination,insteadcompletingthefunctionon aregularintervalofup to several

months,or evenyearly. Further,becausedatabasereconciliationsandauditsare

notrequired,it is possiblefor deactivatednumbersto remainundetectedfor

extendedperiods.

15. Anotherfactorthat underminestheaccuracyofanALl databasecountfor the

purposestheILECs identify is thatanumberof CLECshavewithdrawnfrom the

marketandabandonedtelephonenumbers.Not surprisingly,thesecarriershave

fewresources,andevenlessmotivation,to do theworknecessaryto “cleanup”

theALl database,and consequentlyblocksof inactivenumbersremainin the

database.

16. As a resultof thesefactors,andbecauseofthecritical link betweencarriers’ALT

databasepopulationandthedeliveryofemergencyservicesto customers,it is

likely thattheE9 11 databasewill overstatethenumberoflinesservedby CLECs.

Therefore,thedatabaseis aninaccurateandunreliablemeasureofcompetitionin

the local market.
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VERIFICATION

I, Mark J. Lancaster,declareunder penaltyofperjurythat the foregoingis trueand

correct. Executedon July 16,2002.



~E~IFICATiON

I, Da]eC. Morgen~tern,declareunderpenaltyofperjuryth~tthe foregoingis truearid

correct. ExecutedonJu!yj~,2002.

L____
Dale C. Mcrgenstern

CI ~ ~t~9L ~O-9~-~tU’



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Is! HaregeweineAsfaw
Haregeweine Asfaw

StephenL. Earnest
BellSouth Corporation
675 WestPeachtreeStreet,NE
Suite4300
Atlanta,GA 30375

SindyJ.Yun
RandolphWu
HelenM. Mickiewicz
California Public Utilities Commission
505 VanNessAvenue
SanFrancisco,CA 94102

M. RobertSutherland
J.R.Carbonell
CarolL. Tacker
Cingular Wireless LLC
5565GlenridgeConnector,Suite1700
Suite 1700
Atlanta,GA 30342

MichaelF. Aitsehul
DianeCornell
PaulGarnett
CTIA — The WirelessAssociationTM
1400

16
th Street,NW

Suite600
Washington,DC 20036

PantelisMichalopoulos
RhondaM. Bolton
ToddB. Lantor
Steptoe& JohnsonLLP
1330ConnecticutAvenue,NW
Washington,DC 20036-1795
Attorneys for EchoStar Satellite LLC

Brett Lawson
1500 SWArrowhead
Topeka,KS 66604
Attorney for KansasCorp.
Commission

Daniel L. Brenner
David L. Nicoll
National Cable & Telecommunications
Association
1724 MassachusettsAvenue,NW
Washington,DC 20036

L. Marie Guillory
Jill Canfield
4121 Wilson Blvd,

10
th Floor

Arlington, VA 22203
Attorneys for NTCA

Theundersignedherebycertifiesthaton this
28

th dayofJuly, 2004,a copyofthe

foregoingReplyCommentsofAT&T Corp. wasservedby U.S. mail, postageprepaid,on

thefollowing:



StuartPolikoff
JeffreySmith
StephenPastorkovich
OPASTCO
21 DupontCircle, NW
Suite700
Washington,DC 20036

Jim Lamoureux
GaryL. Phillips
PaulK. Mancini
SBC Communications Inc.
1401 I Street,NW,

4
th Floor

Washington,DC 20005

MarybethM. Banks
RichardJulmke
Sprint Corporation
401 9th Street,NW
Suite400
Washington,DC 20004

JulieChenClocker
MichaelE. Glover
EdwardShakin
1515NorthCourtHouseRoad
Suite500
Arlington, VA 22201
Attorneys for Verizon

ChristopherJ. Campbell
TelecommunicationsPlanner
Vermont Public ServiceDept.
112 StateStreet,Drawer20
Montpelier,VT 05620


